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BARRIERS TO THE FULL EMPLOYMENT

OF DEAF PEOPLE IN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

FRANK G. BOWE, M.A.; MARCUS T. DELK, M.A.; and JEROME D.
SCHEIN,Ph.D.

At the request of the Office of Deafness and Communicative Disorders

(Social and Rehabilitation Service, DHEW), the New York University
Deafness Research & Training Center conducted a brief survey to obtain
information relative to the hiring and promotion of deaf persons by the
Federal Government. Information was also collected from a number of deaf

individuals working for private industry, State and semi-govemmental
agencies.

The study was limited both in terms of time expended and resources
available. A full investigation was beyond the scope of the present project,
which was intended only to provide some information helpful to the federal
government in improving conditions for deaf workers.

Following brief orientation to the problems to be discussed, the report
describes methodology and its limitations. Data collected during the study
are then presented. Recommendations based upon apparent problems and
needs of deaf workers in Federal employment follow.

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

Approximately 11 million Americans have a significant, bilateral
hearing loss. Of this number, about 2 milhon cannot hear and understand
conversational speech (Gentile et al., 1967). Those who lost their hearing
Mr. Bowe is an Associate Research Scientist with the Deafness Research and Training
Center, New York University; Mr. Delk is Senior Research Associate, National Census of
the Deaf Population, National Association of the Deaf; Dr. Schein is Director of the
Deafness Research and Training Center, New York University.
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prior to completion of their formal education number approximately
450,000.

The deaf population is, on the whole, underemployed (Boatner,
Struckless and Moores, 1964; Kronenberg and Blake, 1965; Lunde and

Bigman, 1959; and Schein, 1968). Deaf people face problems in acquiring
jobs for which they are qualified and in securing promotion up the career
ladder, despite the fact that the great majority of deaf people possess normal
strength, normal mobility and normal intelligence. Their difficulties in
obtaining jobs and promotions are probably due, to some extent at least, to
their inadequate education and to the public's misunderstanding about the
nature of deafness (Williams and Sussman, 1971).

IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT

Title VI of the Civil Service Act of 1964 states, in part,"No person in
the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subject to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance." The law makes no mention of the rights of disabled persons or
of deaf persons in particular. Certain states, notably Iowa, have amended
their state civil-rights statutes to include the word "disabled" (Deaf
American, March 1972).

Although not specifically required to do so by law, certain segments of
the Federal Government have been actively interested in the employment of
handicapped persons. Mr. John Twiname, during his tenure as Administrator
of the Sociah and Rehabilitation Service, for example, pledged his agency to
serve as a model employer of handicapped persons.

The positiori of the Federal Government with respect to the
employment of handicapped persons in general and of deaf persons in
particular is of vital importance to the deaf population. The Federal

Government is probably the largest single employer of deaf people in the
nation. Furthermore, it exerts a widespread influence on employment
. patterns in the private sector. In many respects, the Federal Government sets

the pace for the private sector with respect to hiring practices.

METHOD OF GATHERING INFORMATION

The study was designed to elicit complaints, rather than to obtain
normative data. The governing logic was that any barriers against deaf
applicants or employees are too many. Like crimes or diseases, even
low-prevalence situations need to be reported and, to the extent possible,
eliminated. A further consideration was economic. The study was
https://repository.wcsu.edu/jadara/vol6/iss4/6
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commissioned in April, 1972,for completion in September, 1972. Elaborate
procedures, though desirable, were precluded.

The deaf community was advised about the study through an
announcement circulated through publications catering to deaf readers.
Another source of information was meetings of deaf groups. A booth
was opened at the convention of the National Association of the Deaf, in
June, 1972 for this purpose. Representatives of the Deafness Center
appeared at various State and local conventions during July and August to
make people aware of this study and to interview any informants.
In August a series of interviews was conducted in the Washington, D.C.
Metropohtan area. Fifty deaf persons, mostly in blue-collar jobs, were asked
about their work experiences.
In order to prepare this report, a cut-off date of August 31, 1972 was

established for accepting initial complaints and completing follow-up
interviews.

We received information on a total of 174 deaf individuals claiming
mistreatment or discrimination by their employers. Of this number 105
involved Federal agencies, while 69 concerned non-Federal employers.
Because of severe time and financial limitations, the project staff was
able to contact only 116 of these persons. Of the 116 contacts, 44 were
excluded from this report because they involved one or more of the
following: (a) duplications, (b) events occurring prior to 1967, and (c)
persons whose hearing loss was not sufficient to earn the appellation "deaf."
For purposes of this study, the definition of deafness is that used by the
National Census of the Deaf:

all noninstitutionalized residents of the United States who have

lost, or never had, the ability to hear and understand speech even
when amplified, this loss having been suffered prior to 19 years of
age. Determination of the degree of hearing impairment and age at
onset of loss were by the same techniques used in the National
Census of the Deaf(Schein, 1972).
In all, complaints from 72 deaf individuals are considered in this report.
Table 1 presents the breakdown of deaf respondents by the manner in which
they came to the attention of the surveyors.
It should be noted that all data are presented as received. No tests of

veridicality have been made, except for the customary determinations of
internal consistency.

All persons cooperating in this project were assured of complete
confidentiality. No data which will identify a specific individual are given in
this report. Maintenance of these conditions are in accordance with DREW
regulations and professional ethics. Should verification be desired, tech

niques for doing so without violating the pledge of confidentiality can be
devised.
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TABLE 1

Sources of Information about Discrimination Against Deaf Persons,
Received by the Deafness Research & Training Center:
May to August, 1972

Sources of Contact

Number of Deaf Respondents

All sources
Metropolitan Washington, D.C. interviews
NAD discrimination file
Mail response to advertisement
NAD convention interviews

72
33
24
11
4

GENERAL PROBLEMS OF DEAF PERSONS
IN FEDERAL AGENQES

Some problems of deaf persons working in the Federal government will
be considered below. Before getting into the discussion, it should be noted
that the Civil Service Commission deserves special commendation for often
removing one of the greatest barriers deaf people have faced in their efforts
to obtain employment with the Federal Government. The Commission's
decision to waive its Federal Service. Entrance Examination imder certain

conditions has given some deaf persons an opportunity they would not
otherwise have had to demonstrate their ability in Federal employment. As
an example, Gallaudet College students can be qualified without examina

tion upon graduation. Formerly, about 9 out of 10 graduates of the college
failed the Federal Service Entrance Examination (Werner, 1972). The CSC
has established an alternate procedure to evaluate a deaf applicant's
qualifications to perform a job.

The data gathered for this research show both general and specific
problems among deaf people working for the Federal Government. Among
the former are such indications as unreasonable job requirements with
respect to hearing and lack of employment aids for deaf employees.
The Civil Service Commission provides "standard paragraphs" from
which job qualifications may be written. These requirements may be
imposed without serious attempt to ascertain that normal hearing is in fact a
prerequisite for successful job performance in the relevant occupations. In
many cases, they were written prior to the development of communication

aids such as the teletypewriter (TTY)and the Electrowriter. In others cases,
no attempt appears to have been made to see if buzzers, bells and other
auditory signals can be replaced by visual signals.
https://repository.wcsu.edu/jadara/vol6/iss4/6
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Such standard statements as "Ability to hear the conversational voice
with or without a hearing aid is required" may often be unreasonable in light
of the satisfactory performance of high-level professional deaf persons.
Interpreters, TTY's and other forms of assistance may enable deaf employees
of all grade levels to perform satisfactorily when they possess all other
requirements except hearing.
To take just one example, deaf persons have been performing
successfully as computer operators at Gallaudet College. In fact, the entire
staff of the Data Processing Laboratory is deaf. Yet, hearing and verbal
requirements for some computer operator jobs list normal hearing as a
requirement, largely because the IBM 1058 Punch and 2303 Disk Files signal
malfunction by means of auditory alarms. On the basis of this requirement,
some deaf persons have been denied employment as computer operators in
the Federal Government.

Employers interested in attracting deaf employees and in facilitating
their work have characteristically provided means of overcoming the deaf
man's communication problems. This action has taken such forms as
providing sign-language interpreters, equipping offices with TTY's and
Electrowriters, arranging sign-language instruction for hearing co-workers,
and requiring enforcement of the time-honored business adage "Write it
down; verbal orders don't go."
Most Federal agencies do not provide such means of assistance for their
deaf employees, especially those of lower grade levels. Only one interpreter
is currently employed by the Federal government—Ms. Virginia Lewis, in
the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, Office of Education.

Although Mrs. Lewis is the only full-time interpreter hired by a Federal
agency, several deaf professionals have sought to overcome their communica
tion problems by training their secretaries in manual communication.
Although common, this solution is not wholly desirable either to the agency
or to the deaf professional. Not only do these secretaries not receive any
additional compensation for their extra responsibilities, but their lack of
professional qualifications as interpreters may lead to misunderstanding by
the deaf person. Furthermore, these secretaries may be penalized in terms of
their own promotion, because no recognition may be given to their
interpreting which takes time from the other duties in their job descriptions.
Interpreters are essential for many deaf workers, whether they hold
white- or blue-collar positions. The project uncovered a number of cases in
which "inability to use phone", "inability to function in meetings",
"misunderstanding of orders", or "confusion in commxmication" were
reasons given for refusing to hire or promote a deaf individual. Interpreters
are also needed during application and interview procedures, on-the-job
orientation for new workers and special instructions.

Other employment aids for deaf workers include the Electrowriter, the
TTY, and flashing lights replacing buzzers as warning or alerting devices.
Published by WestCollections: digitalcommons@wcsu, 1973
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These aids are analogous in function to the special ramps and other
architectural modifications provided for orthopedically handicapped em
ployees. Cursory examination reveals that few electronic aids are provided
for deaf workers in Federal agencies.
From the evidence we have collected, we can find no overt
discrimination by the Civil Service Commission. Over the years in various
statements the Commission has made clear its desire to be completely fair to
all groups regardless of their conditions. On the other hand, it is
understandable that some people who work within the Federal Government
lack understanding of deaf people. What is more,strong positive evidence of
job tailoring to suit the skills of deaf workers and avoid their handicaps is
not presently clear. What is needed most critically is an effort to help
employers and supervisors better understand the needs of deaf workers and
how to modify procedures and/or equipment to help the deaf worker
perform to the best of his ability.

SPEQFIC EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS
OF DEAF WORKERS

The project staff received information from deaf people themselves by
a variety of means (see Table 1, page 6). Insofar as was possible in the
limited amount of time available, each complaint was investigated in person
or by mail.

The results of the survey are reported below. It is important for the
reader to understand that the data presented do not constitute a
representative sample. It is not possible to derive from these figures an
estimation of the extent of problems encountered by deaf persons in Federal
employment. Comparisons between the data reported on Federal employ
ment and those for non-Federal employment would be essentially
meaningless. The data reported below are suggestive but not definitive with
respect to the prevalence of these problems. However, any evidence of
discrimination is to be deplored, and all feasible efforts should be made to
remedy such situations regardless of how frequent they may be.
The project staff received information from 72 deaf individuals having
complaints concerning alleged mistreatments which occurred during or after
1967. Incidents occurring prior to 1967 were not considered for this report,
since it is likely that conditions would have changed (favorably) after 5
years.

The 72 individuals included 47 males and 25 females. Their ages ranged
from 20 to 69 years.
Thirty-three persons were followed up by direct interview in the
Washington, D.C., Metropolitan area, 24 had complained to the National

Association of the Deaf, 11 contacted the Deafness Research & Training
6
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Center by mail, and 4 were received through interviews during the NAD
convention in Miami Beach.

Regarding educational attainment, of the 33 individuals for whom data
were available, 17 reported a bachelor's degree, 6 had studied beyond high
school, and 10 reported a high school diploma.
Commimication skills data were available for 37 of the 72 individuals.

Nineteen rated their own speech good or fair and 18 poor or completely
lacking. Twenty-four considered their lip-reading ability good or fair and 13
poor. All 37 felt their manual communication skills (signing and
fingerspelling) were good. In almost all cases, ratings by interviewers agreed
with these self-assessments by the deaf respondents.
Forty-nine cases involved deaf persons employed by agencies of the
Federal Government, while 23 concerned persons in other types of
employment (private industry. State and semi-govemmental agencies). These
two groups of cases are analyzed separately below.

Some Characteristics of Respondents
Employed by Federal Agencies
The Federally employed group included 36 males and 13 females.
Among those for whom educational data were available (25), the majority
had college degrees (16). Most of those reporting age (42) were between 26
and 55 years, with two-thirds between 26 and 45 years.
All 49 Federally employed respondents were Caucasian. They were
about evenly distributed between professional (19) and blue-collar (20)
positions, with 10 undetermined. These groups of respondents, then, consist
largely of white, college-educated deaf persons in their 30's and 40's.

Complaints by Federal Blue-Collar Employees
Of the 20 deaf workers holding blue-collar jobs, 13 registered
complaints concerning lack of promotion. Ten of these 13 complaints
concerned deafness as the significant factot militating against promotion.
Typically, these persons were informed that they could not be promoted,
because "deaf people cannot handle jobs requiring verbal contact, such as
telephone conversations or personal contact with visitors" or words to that
effect. None of the 13 deaf workers involved had received promotions,
despite as many as 35 years of service in the Federal Government.
All 20 of the blue-collar workers registered complaints involving
communication difficulties with supervisors, unfair treatment, inadequate
instructions, and favoritism. It was not always possible to determine if
deafness was believed to be the significant factor or if some other factor such
as personality conflicts was the cause.

Published by WestCollections: digitalcommons@wcsu, 1973
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Sample comments culled from personal interviews with the deaf
workers include:

"Better assignments are given to hearing workers."
"Deaf workers are segregated spatially. We all work in the same
section."

"I had to wait four years before being called" (after passing
entrance examination with high score).

Regardless of the basis for their complaints, these workers exhibit a
negative attitude toward Federal employment that deserves attention. It may
be that there was ample justification for the poor assignments or other
undesirable working conditions, but the fact that these ill feelings may be
harbored by deaf workers should call for ameliorative measures.

Complaints by Federal White-CoUar Employees
The 19 deaf white-collar and professional employees complained about
a variety of problems, the most common of which regarded the lack of
interpreter services. Seven registered complaints concerning promotion. The
number of promotions compared to the years of service for each of these
seven cases is shown in Table 2. Case G had 2 promotions in 11 years of
service, while case F had 4 promotions in 9 years. Two cases, A and C,
received no promotions in 1 and 3 years respectively. Three of the 7 deaf
persons complaining about promotions eventually resigned from their
positions. These 7 cases are summarized briefly below:
Case A: A deaf computer and scientific programmer (GS-7) feels his
supervisors never reahzed his potential. He was kept in a low-paying,
non-supervisory position until he resigned to join the faculty of a computer
college. Now, two years after joining the faculty, he directs the college's
computer program and teaches classes of deaf and hearing students.
Case B (GS-9): Despite receiving "superior" job ratings every three
months over a three-year period, he was denied a promotion. When he
applied for a higher-paying position in another branch of the agency, his
supervisor refused to permit the transfer. Instead, the deaf man was retained
at a minimal increase in salary. He resigned shortly thereafter. He is now
working in a professional-level position outside the Federal Government.
Case C (GS-5): A deaf man attempting to qualify for promotion was
refused permission by his supervisor when he asked to view the job
specifications of the position to which he aspired. His lack of knowledge
about this position was then used to justify refusal to promote him. He
transferred to another agency and was immediately promoted.
Case D: After waiting six months to be called, she waited another
eighteen months for a promotion from GS-5 to GS-6. She complained to the
https://repository.wcsu.edu/jadara/vol6/iss4/6
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civil service panel in her agency, but to no avail. She says she was frequently
reprimanded for talking on the job. The supervisor reportedly encouraged,
praised, and promoted hearing co-workers while ignoring her. After i" Vi
years, she resigned.
Case E (GS-7): A deaf woman working as a hbrarian charges favoritism

by her supervisor who helps hearing employees while ignoring her. Ironically,
this supervisor is capable of signing, but apparently refuses- to use her
communication skills to help the deaf woman advance. Instead, the
supervisor uses "inability to use the phone" to deny the deaf woman a
promotion.
Case F: A deaf mathematician (GS-12) is being denied promotion to a

supervisory position, apparently because of his deafness. His supervisors rate
him outstanding in all areas but supervision, in which they rate him only
average. The basis for this one low rating is his inability to participate in staff
meetings. "If I were hearing, I'd get it," he says."An interpreter would help
immensely."
Case G: An attractive library clerk (GS-7) who has been working four
years without a promotion, states that when problems arise "my supervisor
does not listen to my side. She does not believe me." Each incident seems to
intensify the supervisor's distrust of the deaf woman,thereby reinforcing the
belief that the deaf woman is not worthy of consideration for promotion.
What is most interesting about these cases is not that governmental

regulations discriminate against deaf persons, but that, in some cases at least,
these regulations can be used unfairly to deny deaf employees their earned
promotions.

TABLE 2

Number of Promotions Received by Seven Deaf Professionals Employed in

Federal Agencies, by Years of Service

Beginning-Ending Grade
Case Identification

by Grade

A

V-VII

B

IX-IX

C

V-VII

Years of Service

3(resigned)
3(resigned)
*

D

V-VI

ZVi (resigned)

E

V-VII

5

F

V-XII

9

G

V-VII

11

"^Unknown

Published by WestCollections: digitalcommons@wcsu, 1973

9

JADARA, Vol. 6, No. 4 [1973], Art. 6

BARRIERS TO FULL EMPLOYMENT OF DEAF IN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Reluctance to Complain
The project encountered occasional reluctance by deaf persons, to
testify on their own behalf. Even when faced with what appeared to be
evidence of blatant mistreatment, some deaf persons were reluctant to
participate in this survey. "I have been here for 35 years," said one deaf
man; "No promotion, but I'm lucky to have been able to keep my job so
long." Another deaf man, a professional working for one of the largest
Federal agencies, steadfastly maintained that the Federal Government does
not discriminate against deaf persons, despite the fact that he had been
refused promotions repeatedly while people he had trained were promoted
above him.

Why does this attitude exist?The limited scope of our research did not
permit us to investigate this aspect more fully, but two hypotheses seem
worth more detailed investigation. On the one hand, some respondents
seemed to feel that to admit to possible discrimination was to confess to
their inferiority. If they were mistreated, it was ecause they were less worthy
than their co-workers. On the other hand,some deaf respondents feared that
if they complained they would be harrassed or discharged. As suggested by
the preceding quotation, they preferred a bad job to no job at all. The extent
of these attitudes should be determined.

SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF
NON-FEDERALLY EMPLOYED RESPONDENTS

The non-Federally employed group of respondents numbered 23, 11 of
whom were male and 12 female. In occupational status, 20 were blue-collar
workers, 1 was a professional, with 2 imdetermined.
The non-Federally employed group of deaf workers was comparable in
age to the Federally employed group. Most respondents for whom age was
known were in their 30's and 40's.

Educational data were available for 13 individuals. Four had college
degrees (including one who had earned a master's), 5 had done some
post-secondary study, and 4 had high-school diplomas. Twenty-two of the
respondents were Caucasian and one was Spanish-American.

Of the 20 deaf persons working in blue-collar positions in private
industry. State or semi-governmental agencies, 7 complained about entry
difficulties, 5 about working conditions, 5 about the lack of interpreters, 4
about unfair evaluations and/or firing based on such evaluations, and 2 about
not being promoted.
These respondents seeking employment with private industry or with
State or semi-govemmental agencies often encountered such barriers as (a)
unwillingness of employers to hire handicapped persons,(b)unnecessary job
requirements, such as ability to use phone, and (c) "general unfitness for
10
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work" because of deafness. Several companies apparently felt that their
insurance regulations forbade hiring of deaf workers.
Most significant among the working conditions about which some deaf
workers complained is that of being forbidden to drive a car. One man lost
his job as a driver owing to a company regulation stating: "You must have

15/20 hearing with or without a hearing aid to drive company vehicles."
Four deaf persons complained about supervisors trying to remove them
from their positions by means of vmfair evaluations. One woman, for
example, was forced repeatedly to sign an evaluation sheet falsely stating
that she was too slow in her work. She complied, though she was one of the
fastest employees in her section. The evaluation results were then used to
justify terminating her employment, "because she cannot work rapidly
enough!"
Concerning promotions, one deaf man was told bluntly, "Deaf people
cannot do it," when he applied for promotion. Another man was told his
deafness disquahfied him for advancement.
Five deaf workers in private industry stressed the need for interpreters
on the job.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Even with the limited financial and temporal resources available, this
study demonstrates the need for a more extensive investigation of hiring
practices—job requirements, entrance testing, employer attitudes—and
promotion policies in the Federal government. Some discrimination against
deaf persons does appear to have occurred. As an employer of millions of
people, the Federal government can reasonably be expected to be at least
occasionally guilty of unfair treatment of some employees.
What now needs to be determined is whether or not there exists a

pattern of barriers to employment and promotion of deaf people. Are those
with justified complaints of discrimination suffering because they are deaf?
Secondly, to what extent do such barriers exist, if at all? Are there
unfair practices attributable to all Federal Civil Service? To a department
within an agency? To particular supervisors? Our prehminary survey contains
some highly suspect evidence that certain agencies may be harder on their
deaf employees than other agencies. Only a more intensive study can provide
satisfactory answers to such questions.

Employment barriers may be deliberate or unintentional. Failure to
provide the assistance a deaf employee needs to advance in his work may be
due to ignorance of the available support; e.g., a supervisor may not know
about the TTY or Electrowriters, or he may not have been shown how these
can overcome the deaf person's inabiUty to use the telephone. On the other
hand, some supervisors may believe that deaf people cannot do work which
they can perform, with or without modification of the task. Since our study
11
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only contacted deaf persons, we cannot discuss whether, and to what extent,
either type of barrier—intentional or unintentional—exists. It would appear
however, that there is a strong possibility of the former type being prevalent.
As noted above, full-time manual interpreter service in the Federal
Government is virtually nonexistent. Only one person in Federal Civil
Service, Ms. Virginia Lewis, holds a full-time position as an interpreter for
deaf persons. Furthermore, there appear to be few TTY's in government
offices having deaf employees. Nor does there seem to be any concerted
effort in the Federal Government to seek out, and implement the use of,
procedures and equipment to lessen the vocational handicap of deafness, so
that more deaf persons can be employed and employed in increasingly higher
positions.
As a result of comments received in the course of the interviews and of

deliberations by the staff assigned to this project, some tentative
recommendations have emerged. No doubt more could be thought up, and
likely many which follow may be ineffective or in need of considerable
development. However, the ideas are presented here so as to further
exphcate the situation as it now appears to us and so as to establish a
positive, forward-looking view of the entire area of employment of deaf
people in the Federal Government.

Interpreters

A properly qualified, professional interpreter can be of value in
improving working conditions for deaf persons. As Wilson Grabill, a highly
regarded deaf professional in government service has written:

Management in many places is resistant to the hiring or promotion
of deaf persons because it fears that communication difficulties

will cause problems. A capable deaf person employed in one part
of an agency may be passed over... Where interpreter services
known to be available (not necessarily on a full-time basis),
perhaps the promotion chances of the deaf person could be
enhanced (pp. 2-3).

Dr. Grabill goes on to discuss possibilities for interpreting in such
situations as:

Processing for employment
Job orientation

Broadening of present job skills
Retraining for new procedures
Upgrading and preparation for higher levels

Conferences and meetings
Employee recreational activities (Graybill)
12
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He suggests that interpreters be made available on an agency- or
government-wide basis. One practical solution is that involving part-time
interpreters. These persons, who should be employed on a full-time basis in
the agency, would be on call for interpreting as needed. If their interpreting
ability is adequate and if they are not penalized for the part-time servics they
give, then this approach may be worth increased use throughout government
service.

Mechanical and Electronic Aids

Minor modification of electrical and other equipment would enable
deaf workers to operate and monitor most machines. Auditory buzzers can

be supplemented by flashing lights, so that a deaf worker would be aware of
possible malfunctions. Such changes would make it possible for deaf persons
to work on some jobs now closed to them because of hearing requirements.

Teletypewriters and Electrowriters enable a deaf person to telephone
others equipped with similar devices. A few such machines are now in use in
various Federal agencies. More are needed.

Sign Classes

Short-term sign language classes might be held for hearing workers in
offices including at least one deaf employee. Fingerspelling, particularly, is
easily learned. Such classes could improve communication among deaf and
hearing co-workers immensely.

Revising Job Requirements

Many job descriptions and lists of requirements were written before the
development, or without the knowledge, of forms of assistance that would
enable deaf persons to perform those jobs. As written, the requirements may

deny deaf persons an opportunity to demonstrate their ability to perform
satisfactorily. Consequently, rewriting or strictly limiting the use of some
standard paragraphs in the job-description manuals seems called for,in order
to bring requiremehts more in line with deaf persops' abilities.
Research

A more extensive follow-up survey of employment patterns among deaf
workers in Federal agencies is needed. The short project just completed has
raised a number of questions which could not be answered owing to severe
13
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time and financial limitations. A more comprehensive study, carried out over
a longer period of time, is required to evaluate conditions which may
negatively affect deaf persons seeking jobs or promotions in Federal
agencies.

Our recently completed survey, for example, revealed that a number of

deaf individuals appear to have justifiable complaints. Have they been
discriminated against? We were not able to verify complaints during our
five-month study, but the extent and nature of the complaints we received
deserve more careful investigation.
If some deaf Federal employees have in fact been victims of

discrimination, the very important next question would be just how
widespread are such practices? The follow-up project would attempt to
establish the prevalence of discrimination among deaf and hearing workers
who have held comparable positions for equivalent lengths of time.
The follow-up survey would research attitudes toward deafness among
supervisors in governmental agencies. The need for such research was
demonstrated by some comments made about supervisors by deaf workers
contacted during the present study. It appears that some supervisors may be

misinformed or even prejudiced against deaf persons. Such attitudes, if they
do in fact exist among supervisors in the Federal Government, are
deleterious both to the deaf employees affected—who are denied equal
opportunities-and to the agency which is denied the benefits of satisfied
employees working at their peak capacities.
Finally, the follow-up project would review with Federal officials

existing dvil service laws and regulations, as well as other procedures
affecting Federal employment which may not adequately reflect the ability
of deaf persons on the job. Advances in technology, the widespread use of
such telecommunication aids, increasing use of postsecondary training
opportunities for deaf persons, the growing number of qualified interpreters,
may make it possible for deaf individuals to perform satisfactorily in various
job categories now requiring possession of normal hearing. A careful review
might reveal several instances in which the requirements could be adjusted to
reflect increasing awareness of the ability of deaf persons.
Since August 31, 1972 when the study stopped data gathering to begin
data analysis and as of January 1, 1973, more than 30 cases of alleged
discrimination against deaf persons have been received. Many more can be
expected in the next few months without any further effort. However,if the
follow-up study is undertaken, it will have been made increasingly easy by
this preliminary investigation which has acquainted the deaf community
with the Deafness Center's interest in this problem.
Nondiscrimination

We cannot leave this report with the impression that all deaf
respondents had complaints of discrimination. We talked with a number of
14
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deaf persons in Federal employment who are "wedded to their jobs." They
have only praise for their treatment at every step, from application, through
orientation, to promotion. They consider federal employment second to
none, much to be preferred over private or State employment. That so many
enjoy civil service is as it should be. Our task, on the other hand, has been to
locate deaf persons who do not share these happy views. We conclude our
report knowing that some deaf persons have faced and are facing barriers to
employment, job satisfaction and promotion. The task now before us is to
help deaf workers in Federal Government overcome these barriers.
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